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The genus Gentiana L., as traditionally circumscribed, constituted a large 
and heterogeneous group of species. The removal of Crawfurdia Wall., 
Gentianella Moench, Megacodon (Hemsl.) H. Sm., and Tripterospermum 
Blume— with Gentianella further divided by some authors into Gentianella 
s. str., Comastoma (Wettst.) Toyokuni, Gentianopsis Ma, and Pterygocalyx 
Maxim. — is now widely accepted, this restriction of Gentiana having been 
adopted in such standard references as Flora Europaea (Tutin 1972) and 
Ilortiis Third (Staff . . . 1976), and in treatments of Gentianaceae in several 
national and regional floras. The species remaining in Gentiana are general- 
ly recognized as constituting a natural group, sharing the morphological 
features listed in Pringle (1977), with these species being more closely re- 
lated to each other than to the segregated groups. 

A much narrower circumscription of Gentiana has been advocated by 
Holub (1973) and Love & Love (1975), who restricted the genus to the five 
species usually treated as its nominate section. A few authors, e.g., Toyo- 
kuni (1965), have taken intermediate positions. These further restrictions 
of Gentiana, however, have much less often been accepted. It remains ap- 
propriate, therefore, to discuss nomenclature of Gentiana as this genus is 
circumscribed in Flora Europaea. 

Most 20th century authors on Gentiana have applied the rank of section 
to the major subdivisions of the genus. There has been close agreement on 
the number of sections recognized and on the assignment of species to sec- 
tions. Consequently, it is possible to regard some sectional names as “op- 
erational,” in that they are the correct names for the sections considered 
taxonomically acceptable in recent monographs. These sectional names ap- 
pear in capitals in this paper. Other names published at the rank of section 
appear in italics, following the discussions of the accepted names with 
which, respectively, they are considered synonymous. The sequence of ac- 
cepted names follows Flora Europaea. Names of sections not represented 
in this flora follow the names of the European sections to which they appear 
to be most closely related. 

The scope of this paper is strictly nomenclatural. Problems of classifica- 
tion, such as transfers of species from one section to another, or the estab- 
lishment of additional sections for anomalous species, are not dealt with 
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here. Also excluded is any formal discussion of subdivisions of sections. 
Several authors have recognized such taxa, but none of their treatments has 
been widely followed, some being too locally oriented for general applica- 
tion, or having been established without adequate data on basic chromo- 
some numbers. An extensive search of literature on these taxa has dis- 
closed none having a name that would affect the legitimacy of the sectional 
names accepted here. 

IMPORTANT SOURCES OF SECTIONAL NAMES 

Reneaulme’s (1611) Specimen historiae plantarum was the source of sev- 
eral epithets used by later authors as sectional names. Unitary names in 
this work were cited in synonymy at the species level in Linnaeus’ (1753) 
Species plantarum. Sectional names derived from these unitary names may, 
in most cases, be typified by the species to which, according to Linnaeus, 
the unitary names were applied by Reneaulme. 

The status of unitary names published in Necker’s (1790) Elementa hotani- 
ca is discussed in Article 20 of the International eode of botanieal nomenela- 
ture (ICBN), 1972 ed. Although incorrectly attributed to Necker, sectional 
names derived from names in this work have sometimes been validly pub- 
lished by later authors. 

The four names published for subdivisions of Gentiana in Froelich’s 
(1796) De Gentiana libellus sistens have sometimes been rejected as having 
been published sine oi'd., but Brizicky (1969) has pointed out that they were 
validly published as sectional names, noting that the subdivisions were re- 
ferred to as sections in the introduction. 

The sections into which Gentiana was divided by Froelich (1796) were ac- 
cepted, with minor modifications, by Lamarck & de Candolle (1805) in their 
Flore Frangaise, one of the earliest works in which the status of sections 
was indicated in a modern format. The four sectional names were attributed 
to Froelich, although they were altered from plural adjectives to nouns. 

Link has often been cited as the author of sectional names in Gentiana. 
In Link’s (1821-1822) Enumeratio, names of generic subdivisions were pub- 
lished sine ord., and must be rejected (Brizicky 1969). Sectional names 
were validly published in Link's (1827-1833) Uortus Regius, but Gentiana 
was not subdivided in this work. Link’s (1829-1833) Handbuch does contain 
validly published sectional names in Gentiana, but none is the earliest 
available for any section included in the genus as circumscribed here. 

In Dumortier’s (1827) Florula Belgiea, Gentiana was divided into five 
sections, three of them within the present generic circumscription. Brizicky 
(1969) and Stafleu & Cowan (1976) have accepted the generic subdivisions 
preceded by the symbol § in this work as validly published, formal sections. 
Suggestions that the Florula Belgiea might have been published later than 
1827 have been rejected as unsubstantiated by Stafleu & Cowan (1976); 1827 
must therefore be accepted as its date of publication (Article 30, ICBN). 

In Gaudin’s (1828-1833) Flora Helvetica, Gentiana was divided into ten 
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subdivisions, six of them still referable to the genus. In this seven-volume 
work, the treatment of each genus begins with a key in which species are 
grouped according to morphological features. Beginning with Volume 2, 
groups of species in large genera, which were described in the keys, were 
given names printed in small capitals. In Volume 5, such a subdivision of 
Hieracium is referred to as a section (Latin sectio). A recent amendment 
to Article 35 of ICBN (Stafleu & Voss 1975, Voss 1976) clearly indicates that 
all names for subdivisions of genera designated by the same format in this 
flora should be accepted as having been published at the rank of section. 

Bunge’s (1829) monograph on Geniiana, Grisebach’s (1837) treatment of 
the Gentianaccae in Hooker’s Flora Boreali-Americanae, and Grisebach’s 
(1838, 1845) two major treatises on the Gentianaccae of the world brought 
the subdivision of Gentiana close to modern practice. In all these works, 
the sections are described and their rank is clearly indicated. Some epithets 
used as sectional names by Grisebach had previously been used as generic 
names by Adanson (1763). These names are interpreted here as new names 
rather than as new combinations, since Adanson’s use of the epithets was 
not cited by Grisebach; the epithets could have been taken directly from 
pre-Linnaean sources; and Grisebach’s (1845) use of the epithet Dasyste- 
phana differed greatly from Adanson’s. 

Groups of species given Latin names in Huxley’s (1888) phylogenetic 
study of the “natural order Gentianeae’’ (i.e., the family Gentianaccae) 
have sometimes been interpreted as subdivisions of Gentiana because they 
cut across the traditional circumscription of the genus, some species being 
assigned to each of his two “series.” Actually, however, these groups are 
suprageneric. Huxley’s Perimelitae included not only a portion of the tradi- 
tional Gentiana but also Halenia and Swertia. His even more inclusive 
Mesomelitae comprised not only the remainder of Gentiana but also many 
other genera, e.g., Sabatia, Voyria, and even Menyanthes. No suggestion 
was made that all of these genera should be included in Gentiana] instead 
Huxley recommended that Gentiana s. lat. be divided. The two “series” 
were further divided, but the subdivisions were assigned no rank and in 
some cases comprised more than one accepted genus. 

The last of the major contributors to division of Gentiana into sections 
was Kusnezow. His monograph of “subgenus Eiigentiana” (1894) and his 
treatment of Geniiana in Die natiirlichen Pfianzenjamilien (1895) have served 
as the basis for most subsequent treatments of Gentiana at the sectional 
level. 



NAMES OF SECTIONS 



Sect. GENTIANA 

The first restriction of Gentiana pertinent to its typification was made by 
Adanson (1763), who included only G. lutea L. in this genus and transferred 
other linnacan species of Gentiana to new genera. Gentiana lutea has been 
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accepted as the type species of the generic name in all recent publications 
on the genus. Any section including G. lutea must therefore be called sect. 
Gentiana; any other name is illegitimate. 

[Sect.] Asterias Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:269. 1828. 

Sect. Asterias, as established by Gaudin, included only G. lutea and G. 
hijbrida Schleich. ex DC., the latter interpreted as a probable hybrid be- 
tween G. lutea and G. purpurea L. Previously, the epithet Asterias had been 
used by Reneaulme (1611) as a unitary name for G. lutea and by Bork- 
hausen (1796) as the name of a genus consisting only of G. lutea. 

[Sect.] Coelanthae Froel., De Gentiana libellus p. 15. 1796. Type species 
(Article 7, ICBN): Gentiana lutea L. 

The sectional epithet Coelanthae is derived from Coilantha, a unitary 
name used by Reneaulme (1611) for G. purpurea L. However, since Froe- 
lich (1796) did not directly equate his sect. Coelanthae with Coilantha Re- 
neaulme, his choice of an epithet hardly constitutes a definite indication of 
a type. Because sect. Coelanthae, as circumsci'ibed by Froelich, included 
G. lutea, its name is superfluous, and G. lutea must be accepted as its type. 

[Sect.] Coelanthae Bunge, Nouv. Mem. Soc. Imp. Naturalistes Moscou 1:206. 
1829, non Froel., 1796. 

Gentiana purpurea and three closely related species are usually placed in 
the same section as G. lutea, which they resemble in general habit and with 
which they are interfertile, e.g., by Kusnezow (1894, 1895) and Tutin (1972). 
However, because of the unique deeply lobcd corolla, without appendages, 
of G. lutea, some authors, including Gaudin (1828), Bunge (1829), and 
Grisebach (1838, 1845), have placed this species in a monotypic section. 

Bunge (1829) retained G. purpurea and two related species in sect. Coe- 
lanthae (attributed to Froelich) but transferred G. lutea to sect. Asterias. 
Since sect. Coelanthae Froel. must be typified by G. lutea, its application 
to a section from which G. lutea is excluded is illegitimate. Gaudin (1828) 
treated this group as sect. Gentiana, and later authors, e.g., Grisebach 
(1838, 1845), generally used the sectional name Coelanthe [sic]. It appears, 
therefore, that no legitimate name has been published for a section com- 
prising G. purpurea and closely related species but not including G. lutea. 

[Sect.] Gentianotypus Dumort., Florula Belg. p. 51. 1827. 

This is a superfluous name for a section in which only G. lutea was listed. 

[Sect.] PNEUMONANTHE Gardin, FI. Helv. 2:269. 1828. Type species (Arti- 
cle 22, ICBN): Gentiana pneumonanthe L. 

Greene (1904) has reviewed the early history of the epithet Pneumonanthe. 
Tutin (1972), Pringle (1977), and other recent authors have recognized Gau- 
din (1828) as the first to have validly published the combination Gentiana 
sect. Pneumonanthe, its earlier use by Link (1821) having been sine ord. 
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Sect. Cyane Griseb. in Hook., FI. Bor.-Am. 2:54. “1845” [1837]. Type species 
(Article 7, ICBN): Gentiana pneumonanthe L. 

The epithet Cyane is derived from the unitary name Cyana, applied by 
Rcneaulme (1611) to Gentiana pneumonanthe. Although Grisebach (1837) 
first published the combination Gentiana sect. Cyane in a work in which 
only North American species were described, his frequent mention of G. 
pneumonanthe and his attribution of the epithet Cyane to Reneaulme clearly 
indicate that this species was included in his original concept of this section. 
Therefore, G. pneumonanthe must be accepted as the type species of this 
sectional name. 

Sect. KUDOA (Masamune) Satakc & Toyokuni ex Toyokuni, J. Jap. Bot. 
35:202. 1960. Based on Kudoa Masamune, J. Trop. Agric. 2:29. 1930 (pro 
gen.). Type species: Gentiana yakushimensis Makino, as Kudoa yakushi- 
mensis (Makino) Masamune. 

Section Kudoa, which was accepted by Toyokuni (1963) but not by Smith 
(1967), consists of Asiatic species that in most earlier works were placed 
in sect. Frigidae. At least the type species, however, was recently placed 
in sect. Pneumonanthe by Smith (1967). The reduction of Kudoa from gen- 
eric to sectional status met current requirements of the ICBN. 

Sect. STENOGYNE Franch., Bull. Soc. Bot. France 31:375. 1884. Type spe- 
cies: Gentiana primuliflora Franch. 

This sectional name was published in accord with current requirements. 
The only species placed in sect. Stenogyne by Franchet (1884) was G. prim^i- 
liflora. The sectional circumscription was considerably expanded by Kusne- 
zow (1894), but G. primuliflora has consistently been included in this section. 

Sect. FRIGIDAE Kusn., Trudy Imp. S.-Peterburgsk. Bot. Sada 13:61. 1893, 
^‘Frigida.’' Type species (Article 22, ICBN): Gentiana frigida Haenke. 
Article 21 of ICBN, on the names of subdivisions of genera, requires 
that the epithets be “either of the same form as a generic name, or a plural 
adjective.” Since Frigida is a singular adjective, its orthography must be 
changed to Frigidae (Article 32, Note 1, ICBN). Otherwise, the publication 
of this sectional name met current requirements. 

Sect. Isomeria Kusn., Trudy S.-Peterburgsk. Obshch. Estestvoisp., Otd. Bot. 
24(2): 198. 1894. Lectotype species (hoc loc.): Gentiana depressa D. Don. 
Section Isomeria, when established by Kusnezow (1894), comprised five 
species: G. cachemirica Decne., G. delavayi Franch., G. depressa D. Don, 
G. emodi Marq. (as G. amoena C.B. Clarke, non Wedd.), and G. loderi 
Hook. fil. (now generally included in G. cachemirica). Smith (1961) con- 
sidered this grouping to be unnatural, and assigned G. cachemirica (includ- 
ing G. loderi) to sect. Pneumonanthe and the remaining species to sect. 
Frigidae. 
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Although the sectional name Isomeria is not required in currently accept- 
ed treatments of Gentiana, the name is not illegitimate. It seems appropri- 
ate, therefore, to designate a lectotype in case any of the species named 
above should later be removed from the section to which it was assigned 
by Smith (1961). Of these species, G. depressa appears to fit Kusnezow’s 
(1894, 1895) generalized descriptions of sect. Isomeria most closely. It is, 
moreover, a well-known species, which also typifies the name of the series 
(sect. Frigidae subsect. Sympodiae series Depressae H. Sm.) to which it 
and G. emodi were assigned by Smith (1961). 

[Sect.] CRUCIATA Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:269. 1828. Type species (Article 22, 
ICBN): Gentiana cruciata L. 

Although the epithet Cruciata may appear to be a singular adjective, it is 
actually of the same form as a generic name.” Cruciata was a pre-Lin- 
naean generic or unitary name variously applied to species with decussate 
leaves or with leaves in whorls of four. Since 1753, it has in fact been used 
as a generic name in both the Gentianaceae and the Rubiaceae. Its associa- 
tion with Gentiana cruciata can be traced back to Bauhin & Cheiier’s (1651) 
designation of this species as “Gentiana minor, seu vulgi Cruciata,” and 
to other pre-Linnaean applications of “Cruciata,” as a noun, to this species 
(listed by Bauhin & Cherler 1651). 

[Sect.] Erythaliae Bunge, Nouv. Mem. Soc. Imp. Naturalistes Moscou 
1:207. 1829. Type species (Article 7, ICBN): Gentiana cruciata L. 

As circumscribed by Bunge (1829), sect. Erythaliae included G. cruciata. 
This sectional name, therefore, is supei-fluous. 

Sect. Tretorrhiza Griseb. in Hook., FI. Bor. -Am. 2:60. ”1845” [1837]. Lecto- 
type species (hoc loc.): Gentiana cruciata L. 

The epithet Tretorrhiza is derived from a unitary name applied by Re- 
neaulme (1611) to G. cruciata. Because sect. Tretorrhiza was first described 
in a work on North American plants, G. cruciata was not included in this 
publication. Gentiana douglasiana Bong, was the only North American spe- 
cies assigned to this section. Grisebach’s (1837) attribution of the sectional 
name to Reneaulme, however, constitutes a direct link between G. cruciata 
and the original description of this section. Fifteen months later, when 
Grisebach (1838) published on Gentianaceae of the world, sect. Tretorrhiza 
appeared as a natural group of species, of which G. cruciata was represen- 
tative, except that G. douglasiana then constituted a discordant element. 
Gentiana douglasiana does not appear to have been of great importance in 
the preparation of the original description of sect. Tretorrhiza, since the 
section was said to consist of perennial herbs, although G. douglasiana is 
annual. Therefore, G. cruciata is interpreted as having been included in all 
circumscriptions of sect. Tretorrhiza, and, in accord with Article 7 of the 
ICBN, this species is regarded here as the type of the sectional name. This 
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sectional name is consequently considered to be illegitimate. 

Sect. Kurroo C.B. Clarke, J. Linn. Soc., Bot. 14:433. 1875. Type species 
(Article 22, ICBN): Gentiana kurroo Royle, 

Section Kurroo, as established by Clarke (1875), comprised G. kurroo and 
three other rosette-forming Himalayan species that Clarke correctly realized 
had been misplaced in sect. Pneumonanthe (by Grisebach 1845). Kusnezow 
(1894), however, noting the similarity of these species to G. cruciata, placed 
them in his sect. Apiera {— sect. Cruciata). As long as G. kurroo and G. 
cruciata are included in the same section, the sectional name Kurroo is 
not required. 

Sect. Aptera Kusn., Trudy Imp. S.-Peterburgsk. Bot. Sada 13:62. 1893. 

Since the paper in which sect. Aptera was first described (Kusnezow 
1893) dealt only with new taxa, only G. kaufmanniana Regel & Schmalh. 
var. affghanica Kusn. and G. biflora Regel ex Kusn. were described under 
this sectional heading in this work. The following year, Kusnezow (1894) 
indicated the full scope of the section, which included G. cruciata. In this 
work, the sectional name Aptera was clearly superfluous. Even if G. kauf- 
manniana or G. biflora should be designated the lectotype, it is highly un- 
likely that the name Gentiana sect. Aptera would find any legitimate usage, 
since these species have consistently been regarded as being consoctional 
with G. cruciata. 

[Sect.] CHONDROPHYLLAE Bunge, Nouv. Mem. Soc. Imp. Naturalistcs 
Moscou 1:207. 1829. Lectotype species (hoc loc.): Gentiana aquatica L. 
Gentiana aquatica is here designated the lectotype of the name Gentiana 
sect. ChondrophyUae because it is a well-known, Linnaean species, which 
was illustrated and described in detail by Bunge (1829), and from which 
Bunge distinguished other species assigned to this section. Bunge’s descrip- 
tion of G. aqiiatica corresponds especially closely to his description of this 
section, and the cartilaginous leaf margins, from which the sectional epithet 
is derived, arc shown in Bunge’s illustration of this species only. 

Sect. Eurythalia Griseb., Gott. Gel. Anz. 1840-815. 1840, non [sect.] Erytha- 
liae Bunge, 1829. Lectotype species (hoc loc.): Gentiana coronata Roylc. 
Eyrythalia was used by Rcneaulme (1611) as a unitary name for Genti- 
anella campestris (L.) Bbrner. Borkhausen (1796) applied this epithet to a 
genus initially comprising this and throe other species, two of them refer- 
able to Gentianella s. str. Don (1837) ascribed the generic name Eurythalia 
(an orthographic variant, both y and u being used as transliterations for the 
Greek letter v) to Reneaulme and Borkhausen. The two species assigned to 
Eurythalia by Don, Gentiana carinata (D. Don) Griseb. and G. coronata 
Royle, along with G. hugelii Griseb., have corolla traits similar to those of 
some Gentianella species as well as those characteristic of Gentiana. It 
may be assumed, therefore, that Don was placing newly described species 
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in Eyrythalia Borkh., rather than establishing a new genus at variance with 
Borkhausen’s concept of Eyrythalia. 

Grisebach (1840) considered his Gentiana sect. Eurythalia to be based on 
Eurythalia sensu D. Don but broke the nomenclatural continuity by restrict- 
ing the section to the three species named above. The species placed in 
Eyrythalia by Boi'khausen, except the incongruous G. septemfida Pallas, 
were placed in sect. Amarella by Grisebach (1838, 1845). Therefore, Genti- 
ana sect. Eurythalia Griseb. must be regarded as a new name rather than 
a new combination. 

The three species placed in sect. Eurythalia by Grisebach were trans- 
ferred to sect. Chondrophyllae by Clarke (1883) and have generally been in- 
cluded in sect. Chondrophyllae by later authors. Further studies, however, 
may indicate that this group should be restored to sectional status, in which 
case a new epithet will be required unless Eurythalia and Erythaliae are 
deemed to be sufficiently distinct. 

[Sect.] CIMINALIS (Adans.) Dumort., Florula Belg. p. 51. 1827. Based on 

Ciminalis Adans., Fam. pi. p. 504. 1763 (pro gen.). Lectotype species 

(Holub 1973); Gentiana acaulis L., as Ciminalis [sp.]. 

Three species— Gentmrja acaulis L., G. pneumonanthe L., and G. verna 
L.— were originally included in Ciminalis by Adanson (1763). Each of these 
is now placed in a different section of Gentiana. Holub (1973), in designating 
G. acaulis the lectotype, noted that the genus Ciminalis had in effect been 
restricted by later authors, citing Gleditsch’s (1764) publication of the gen- 
eric name Pneumonanthe, typified by G. pneumonanthe, and Moench’s 
(1794) listing only G. acaulis, as Ciminalis longijolia Moench, under Cimi- 
nalis. Moench did not state that the other species placed in this genus by 
Adanson were excluded, but his description of the stigma of Ciminalis was 
not applicable to G. pneumonanthe. 

Ciminalis was more definitely restricted by Rafinesque (1837), who equated 
Ciminalis with Thylacitis Reneaulme (1611), i.c., G. acaulis, and assigned to 
it C. grandiflora, angustij[olia], alpina &c which wez’e Ge?it[iana] aphyla 
[evidently a lapsus calami for ‘acaidis’] and 2 var. of Authors.” Both G. 
pneumonanthe and G. verna were transferred to other genera. Since G. 
acaidis was retained in Ciminalis, and since Rafinesque said that his Cimi- 
nalis was that of Moench, who had attributed its authorship to Adanson, 
Rafinesque was restricting Ciminalis Adans. rather than reapplying the epi- 
thet. Placement of “Ciminalis Raf.” in synonymy with Voyria Aubl. (Index 
Kewensis; Merrill 1949) is incorrect, “Gent, aphyla" having been inter- 
preted as Gentiana aphylla L. (= Voyria aphylla (L.) Pers.) rather than 
as an error. Gentiana grandiflora Lam. (now included in G. acaulis), G. 
angustifolia Vill., and G. alpina Vill. all apply to closely related taxa in sect. 
Ciminalis', their specific epithets have never been associated with Voyria. 
Recently, Love & Love (1975) restricted Ciminalis to species having a base 
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chromosome number nine, including G. acaulis (n — 18), but excluding G. 
pneumonanthe (n = 13) and G. verna (n = 14). 

Sect. Megalanthe Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:270. 1828. 

This name has been adopted in some recent publications, but, since its 
original circumscription by Gaudin (1828) included G. acaulis, the type 
species of the earlier sectional name Ciminalis (Adans.) Dumort., the name 
is supeidluous. 

Sect. Thijlaciies Griseb. in DC., Prodr. 9:115. 1845. 

The epithet Thylacites is derived from Thylacitis Reneaulme (1611), a 
unitary name for G. acaulis. Since Grisebach’s (1845) original circumscrip- 
tion of sect. Thylacites included the type species of the earlier sectional 
name Ciminalis (Adans.) Dumort., this name is superfluous. 

[Sect.] CALATHIANAE Frocl., De Gentiana libellus p. 57. 1796. Lectotype 
species (hoc loc.): Gentiana Jiivalis L. 

As noted by Bauhin & Chcrler (1651), the word “Calathiana” appeared 
in prc-Linnacan names for several low-growing gentians. Particularly prom- 
inent in this work were the Calathiana vema of Dalcchamps, evidently 
equivalent to Gentiana verna L., and Bauhin & Cherlcr’s own Gentianellis 
afjinis, Calathiana verna Dalechampii, cum albis staminibus, which was 
probably the closely related G. nivalis. These pre-Linnaean names were 
presumably important in relation to Froelich’s (1796) use of Calathianae 
as a sectional epithet. As described by Froelich (1796), sect. Calathianae 
comprised mostly low-growing, alpine species, characterized by infundi- 
buliform corollas, whereas species in sect. Coelanthae were said to have 
campanulate corollas. Sect. Calathianae sensu Froelich was equivalent to 
sect. Calathianae in its present circumscription plus sect. Chondrophyllae 
and sect. Ciminalis. 

Section Calathianae Frocl., with its epithet altered to Calathia, was ac- 
cepted by Lamarck & de Candolle (1805). Notably, however, they trans- 
ferred G. acaulis, the only species in their work that would now be placed 
in sect. Ciminalis, from sect. Calathianae to sect. Coelanthae. The residual 
sect. Calathianae sensu Lamarck & de Candolle was thus equivalent only 
to sect. Calathianae s. str. plus sect. Chondrophyllae. 

Bunge (1829) further narrowed the circumscription of sect. Calathianae. 
Gentiana nivalis and closely related species were retained in this section; 
G. aquatica and its relatives were transferred to the new sect. Chondro- 
phyllae. 

Because G. nivalis was included by Froelich (1796) in his sect. Calathi- 
anae and fits his description of this section, and because it also figured 
prominently in Bunge’s (1829) redefinition of sect. Calathianae, this species 
is here designated the lectotype of the name Gentiana sect. Calathianae. 
This Icctotypification, moreover, is compatible with Holub’s (1793) and 
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Love & Love’s (1975) treatment of G. nivalis as the type of generic name 
Calathiana Delarbre, this being the only species placed in this genus by 
Delarbre (1800). 

[Sect.] Ericoila Dumort., Florula Belg. p. 51. 1827. Type species (Article 
7, ICBN): Gentiana nivalis L. 

Gentiana sect. Ericoila Dumort. was based on Ericoila Borkh. (pro gen.), 
which is an illegitimate name because Borkhausen’s (1796) circumscription 
of Ericoila included the type species of the earlier generic name Tretorhiza 
Adans. (Holub 1973). The sectional name must therefore be treated as a 
new name originated by Dumortier (Article 72, ICBN) rather than as a new 
combination, and Gentiana cruciata need not be regarded as its type, even 
though it must be accepted as the type of Ericoila Borkh. Dumortier’s 
(1827) citation of “Ericoila Bork.” does suffice as a reference to a published 
description. Section Ericoila sensu Dumortier was evidently equivalent to 
Borkhausen’s genus Ericoila, since Dumortier did not supply any amended 
description, and his inclusion of two relatively dissimilar Belgian species, 
G. cruciata and G. bavarica L., in this section did not indicate any reduction 
in its scope. Thus Gentiana sect. Ericoila by implication included G. nivalis, 
which is highly similar to G. bavarica in floral morphology and which had 
also been transferred to Ericoila by Borkhausen (1796). This name, there- 
fore, is regarded as illegitimate. 

[Sect.] Gentianella Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:270. 1828, non Dumort., 1827. 

Section Gentianella Gaudin (1828) comprised G. nivalis and G. utriculosa 
L. This sectional name is supei-fluous because the section included the type 
species of sect. Calathianae Froel., and also because it is a later homonym 
of sect. Gentianella Dumort. 

[Sect.] Hippion (F.W. Schmidt) Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:270. 1828. Based on 
Hippion F.W. Schmidt, FI. Boem. Inchoata 2:18. 1793 (pro gen.). Lectotype 
species (hoc loc.): Gentiana verna L., as Hippion aestivum F.W. Schmidt. 
Bauhin & Cherler (1651) reviewed the early use of “Hippion” in the names 
of Gentiana species. Their Gentianella quae Hippion was equated by Lin- 
naeus (1753) with his Gentiana verna. The genus Hippion F.W. Schmidt 
(1793) included G. verna in its original circumscription. Gaudin’s (1828) 
Gentiana sect. Hippion was obviously based on Hippion F.W. Schmidt, as 
indicated by his citation of this generic name and combinations made there- 
in by Schmidt. Gaudin, however, restricted Hippion to three Swiss species, 
of which G. verna seems to have been most important in the preparation 
of the sectional description. 

Subsequent authors have not followed Gaudin in placing G. verna and 
G. nivalis in different sections. The basic chromosome number seven pre- 
vails in both groups, although, as noted by Gaudin, the groups do differ in 
longevity and to some extent in habit. 
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Sect. Cyclostigma Griseb., Gen. Sp. Gentianearum p. 259. 1839 [1838]. 

This sectional name is illegitimate because the section thus named in- 
cluded G. nivalis, the type species of Gentiana sect. Calathianae Frocl., 
as well as the type species of other, earlier sectional names. 

Sect. OTHOPHORA Kusn., Trudy S.-Peterburgsk. Obshch. Estestvoisp., Otd. 

Bot. 24(2): 102. 1894. Type species: Gentiana otophora Franch. 

Originally, only one species, G. otophora Franch., was placed in sect. 
Othophora by Kusnezow (1894). Although the sectional epithet differs in 
spelling from the specific epithet from which it was derived, Kusnezow’s 
(1894, 1895) consistent use of this spelling indicates that it was intentional, 
rather than a typographical error. It may be suspected that Kusnezow 
employed “Othophora” as a singular adjective, but it coincidentally has the 
form of a generic name, comparable to Otophora Blume (Sapindaceae) and 
several other generic names ending in “-phora.” 

NAMES OF SUBGENERA 

The rank of subgenus in Gentiana has generally been used to designate 
groups that arc excluded from the genus in its present circumscription. 
Since this rank has not been used in any recent works in which this restric- 
tion of the genus has been adopted, only an informal discussion of sub- 
generic names is presented here. 

The first subgenera comprising species still referable to Gentiana were 
established by Rafinesque. In his Medical flora (1828), Gentiana was divided 
into three subgcncra: Rotularia, typified by G. lutea, its name therefore 
being superfluous; Pneumonanthe, its epithet indicating G. pneumonanthe 
as the type species; and Eublephis, comprising species now excluded from 
Gentiana. 

Rcichcnbach also published the name Gentiana subgenus Pneumonanthe 
in 1828. Since Reichenbach’s Coruspectus was published in December of that 
year (Stafleu 1967), it seems probable that it was antedated by Volume 1 
of Rafinesque’s Medical flora, although the month in which this volume was 
published has not been determined. Reichenbach (1828) also published the 
name Gentiana sect. Uippion, based on Hippion F.W. Schmidt (pro gen.) 
and therefore typified by G. verna. 

In Rafinesque’s (1837) Flora Telluriana, Gentiana s. lat. was divided into 
several genera, some of which were further divided into subgenera. Four 
of these subgcncra fall within the present concept of Gentiana. Rafinesque 
established three subgcnera within the residual genus Gentiana. Subgenus 
Picriza was typified by G. lutea, its name therefore being superfluous (the 
earlier name Rotularia was not mentioned). For subgenus Pleuroglossa, 
G. punctata and G. purpurea were cited as cotypes. Merrill (1949) listed 
G. punctata as the type, but his arbitrary listing of the first of two or more 
cotypes as the type docs not constitute binding lectotypification under Arti- 
cle 8 of the ICBN. Rafinesque’s description of subgenus Pleuroglossa was 
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clearly based almost entirely on G. purpurea, containing elements inapplic- 
able to G. punctata, and therefore G. purpurea is designated the lectotype 
here. Subgenus Tulbela was typified by G. septemfida Pallas (as G. rossica 
Raf.), which was incongruously retained in Gentiana even though closely re- 
lated species were removed to segregate genera. 

The fourth pertinent subgeneric epithet in the Flora Telluriana is Cutlera. 
This epithet had previously been used by Rafinesque as a generic name, 
although never validly published as such, and in some works appeared as 
“Cuttera,” evidently a typographical error. The first species transferred to 
this proposed genus were Gentiana saponaria L. and G. villosa L., with 
G. catesbaei Walt, being added later (Merrill 1949). In the Flora Telluriana, 
however, Cutlera appeared as a subgenus in the new genus Xolemia Raf. 
It is not clear which of the species assigned to Xolemia were considered 
to be the “true Xolemias” and which constituted subgenus Cutlera. Gentiana 
catesbaei, however, seems to correspond most closely to Rafinesque’s diag- 
nosis of subgenus Cutlera, in having relatively open corollas. 

Rafinesque (1837) also published the name Amarella subgenus Hippion 
in Flora Telluriana. The generic name Hippion F.W. Schmidt was cited in 
synonymy, but Gentiana viscosa Ait. (= IxantJius viscosus (Ait.) Griseb.) 
was expressly stated to be the type of this subgeneric name. This species 
had never been included in Hippion by Schmidt. Moreover, G. verna, ac- 
cepted here as the type species of Hippion F.W. Schmidt, was placed in 
Ricoila by Rafinesque. Amarella subgenus Hippion must therefore be re- 
garded as a new name rather than a new combination. It could not now be 
transferred to Gentiana, as it would form an illegitimate homonym. 

House (1924) recognized three subgenera in his treatment of Gentiana in 
New York, two of which would no longer be included in Gentiana. The third, 
subgenus Dasy Stephana, was evidently equivalent to much of the present 
circumscription of Gentiana. Dasystephana Adans. (pro gen.), indicated to 
be the basionym, had comprised only G. asclepiadea L. when established 
by Adanson (1763); this species, therefore, must be regarded as the type 
species of Gentiana subgenus Dasystephana (Adans.) House. This name is 
illegitimate, having been antedated by Gentiana sect. Dasystephana Griseb., 
applied (Grisebach, 1845) to a section comprising only the species now 
known as Gentianella thyrsoidea (Hook.) Fabris. House’s inclusion of Pneu- 
monanthe Gilib. among the synonyms of Gentiana subgenus Dasystephana 
indicates that this name is also supei-fluous, as a later synonym of Gentiana 
subgenus Pneumonanthe Raf. 

Holub (1970), who restricted Gentiana to five species, divided the genus 
into two subgenera, subgenus Gentiana, consisting of G. lutea only, and 
subgenus Coilantha (Borkh.) Holub. Subgenus Coilantha was based on CoiT 
antha Borkh. (pro gen.), to which Borkhausen (1796) had assigned only G. 
purpurea. Since Holub’s Gentiana subgenus Coilantha included both cotypes 
of Rafinesque’s subgenus Pleuroglossa, the latter name should have been 
adopted. 
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EXCLUDED NAMES 

The names listed below were originally published as the names of sections 
or subgenera of Gentiana. However, since none of the speeies included in 
the original circumscriptions of these taxa would now be placed in Gentiana, 
and since the epithets (except for Gentianella) have not otherwise been as- 
sociated with species included in the present circumscription of this genus, 
these names have not been discussed in this paper. The genus to which 
each of these taxa would now be referred is given following the name. The 
names of genera segregated from Gentianella s. lat. have been employed for 
the sake of clarity, although I do not accept the generic status of all these 
segregates without reservation. 

[Sect.] Amarella Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:270. 1828. = Gentianella. 

Subgenus Amarelloides Torr. & Gray ex A. Gray, Man. ed. 1 p. 358. 1848. 
= Gentianella and Gentianopsis. 

Sect. Andicola Griseb., Gen. Sp. Gentianearum p. 213. 1838 [“1839”]. = 
Gentianella. 

Sect. Antaretophila Griseb., Gen. Sp. Gentianearum p. 235. 1838 [“1839”]. 
= Gentianella. 

Subgenus Anthapogon (Raf.) Toyokuni, Hokuriku J. Bot. 6:33. 1957, pro syn. 
= Gentianopsis. 

Sect. Arctophila Griseb., Gen. Sp. Gentianearum p. 250. 1838 [“1839”]. ^ 
Gentianella. 

[Sect.] Chionanthe Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:270. 1828. = Comastoma. 

Sect. Comastoma Wettst., Oesterr. Bot. Z. 45:174. 1896. = Comastoma. 

[Sect.] Crossopetalae Froel., De Gentiana libellus p. 109. 1796. = Gentianop- 
sis. 

Sect. Dipterospermum (C.B. Clarke) Marquand, Bull. Misc. Inform. 1931:69. 
1931. = Cratvfurdia and Pterygoealyx. 

Sect. Dasystephana Griseb. in DC., Prodr. 9:117. 1845. = Gentianella. 

[Sect.] Endot 7 dchae Froel., De Gentiana libellus p. 86. 1796. = Comastoma, 
Gentianella, and Lomatogonium. 

Subgenus Eublcphis Raf., Med. fl. 1:208. 1828. = Ge7itianopsis. 

[Sect.] Eyrythalia (Borkh.) Dumort., Florula Belg. p. 51. 1827, “Eurytalia,” 
sensu Dumoi’tier, non [sect.] Erythaliae Bunge, nec sect. Eurythalia (D. 
Don) Griseb. = Geiitianella. 
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[Sect.] Gentianella (Borkh.) Dumort., Florula Belg. p. 51. 1827, sensu Du- 
mortier. = Gentianopsis. 

[Subgenus] Gentianella Reichenb., Herbaricnbuch p. 133. 1841; Kusn., Trudy 
Imp. S.-Peterburgsk. Bot. Sada. 13:58. 1893, superfluous comb. = Coma- 
stoma, Gentianella, Gentianopsis, and (sensu Kusnezow) Megacodon and 
Pterygocalyx. 

Subgenus Gentianopsis (Ma) Toyokuni, Hokuriku J. Bot. 6:33. 1957. = Gen- 
tianopsis. 

Sect. Imaicola Griseb. in DC., Prodr. 9:94. 1895. = Gentianella. 

Sect. Megacodon Hemsley, J. Linn. Soc., Bot. 26:137. 1890. = Megacodon. 

Sect. Stylophora C.B. Clarke in Hook, fil., FI. Brit. India 4:118. 1893. = 
Megacodon. 

Subgenus Stylophora (C.B. Clarke) Toyokuni, Symb. Asahikawenses 1:143. 
1965. = Megacodon. 

Sect. Tripterospermum (Blume) Marquand, Bull. Misc. Inform. 1931:70. 
1931. = Tripterospermum. 

[Sect.] Urananthe Gaudin, FI. Helv. 2:270. 1828. = Gentianopsis. 
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